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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-3, 5-10 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Brodersen et al. (U.S. Patent 6,405,220). 

Claim 1: FIG. 1 illustrates a plurality of server computers (1, 21a, 21b, 21c). Each of the 
computers is readable as a server computer because each computer can transfer to other 
computers. For example, computers (21a) and (21b) can transfer data to computer (1), and 
computer (1) can transfer data to any of the other computers (21a, 21b, 21c). The system of FIG. 
1 includes a series of databases (3, 23a, 23b, 23c), a series of update detection utilities (the 
update managers 31a and logs 35a, for example, which reside at each of the servers). The 
communication interfaces are the docking systems (25a, 25b). As described at col. 5, line 8 
through col. 6, lines 27, and in particular, col. 6, lines 22-27, the central server (1) can detect the 
existence of updates and automatically forward the updates to any one of the servers (21a, 21b, 
21c). The updates are automatically installed so that that the servers are synchronized with each 
other. 

Claim 2: When one of the servers, such as 25(a), is docked to the central server (1), it 
presents a hard-wired connection in the network. 

Claim 3: When one of the servers, such as (25c)5 is not docked to the central server. It 
resides in a wireless state by reason that it is not connected to the central server: 
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Claim 5: Updates residing on the central computer (1) can be routed to any of the other 
servers (21a, 21b, 21c) via the docking structure (5). 

Claim 6: FIG. 1 is a distributed communications network. 

Claim 7: FIG. 1 is a local area network of distributed communications, since it involves 
direct client-server connections. 

Claim 8: See remarks fro claim 1. 
Claim 9: See remarks for claim 2. 
Claim 10: See remarks for claim 3. 
Claim 12: See remarks for claim 5. 
Claim 13: See remarks for claim 6. 
Claim 14: See remarks for claim 7. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brodersen et al. in view of Official Notice. 

Claim 4: Examiner takes Official Notice that XML and PHP are standardized 
programming languages that were widely known in the art at the time of invention. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Brodersen et al. to incorporate XML or 
PHP into either the programming of the servers or the content of the updates since both are 
desirable standards that are widely used in the computer programming arts. 
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Claim 11: See remarks for claim 4. 

Remarks 

With respect to Brodersen et al., applicant argues that in FIG. 1, only the central 
computer system (1) is a server system and that the remaining systems must be client systems. 
This argument has been fully considered, but examiner does not agree with this characterization 
of the Brodersen et al. reference. In response to the first office action, applicant provided a 
definition of a "server" from Webopedia and asserts that this definition prevails as the definition 
of a server. The definition defines a server as: 

''A computer or device on a network that manages network resources 
By this definifion, all of the elements (1, 21a, 21b and 21c) are servers because each are 
computers that performs management functions of network resources. In particular, element (1) 
has a log manager (9) and update manager (11) while elements (21a, 21b, 21c) have update 
managers (31a, 31b, 31c). Accordingly, examiner maintains that each of these elements have 
management capabilities and are thus servers according to the definition which has been 
provided. 

Applicant also argues that Brodersen et al. does not teach automatic detection of updates 
and automatic receipt of updates, but asserts that these actions are performed by a manual 
operator. Examiner maintains that the central server (1) performs both of these funcfionalities 
automatically. In particular, the update manager (11) working in conjunction with the log 
manager (9) will detect and log and updates that are entered into the central server (1) and then 
forward the update to the remote database (23a). While the user makes the document changes 
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the initiate the updating process, the user in Brodersen et al. does not manually detect the update, 
nor does the user manually load new updated data into the remote database. 

With respect to the rejections under 35 USC 103, applicant argues that the examiner has 
not provided documentation to support the assertion that XML and PHP are well known 
standards in the art. However, MPEP 2144.03 states that the taking of Official Notice without 
documentary evidence is permissible is some limited situations, particularly where the facts 
asserted to be well known are capable of instant and unquestionable demonstrations. Examiner 
maintains that industry accepted standards fall into this exception area, as they are well known 
and widely available for usage by computer users and developers. Accordingly, examiner 
maintains that the taking of Official Notice is proper and the reasons provided in support of 
obviousness are properly provided. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of Othis final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Sam Rimell at 



telephone number (703) 306-5626. 




Sam Rimell 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2175 



